ABSTRACT This paper considers what effects a universal basic income could have on disrupting social and economic inequality in the tensions of urban/rural divide. She frames her inquiry on the political economy of land and labor in the collapse of coal industry "company towns" and its structural aftermath in Central Appalachia.
argues is "a class phenomenon, since surpluses are extracted from somewhere and from somebody, while the control over their disbursement typically lies in a few hands. " In the US, the resources coming from Harvey's "somewhere" include close to four hundred million acres of cropland growing food as well as feed, cotton, and biodiesel; over six hundred and fty million acres of pasture, primarily for livestock; and over ve hundred million acres of timberland that service the commercial lumber industry. The resources grown, raised, and extracted from the land are the raw materials used across all sectors of industrial production. The "few hands" that own the means of industrial production that convert the raw materials from the land into commodity form are a relatively few large, multinational corporations. Located inside and on the outskirts of cities as well as in rural America, workers in the factories, plants, mills, and mines produced goods that drove the economy and, after widespread unionization in the mid-twentieth century, provided access to the middle class for many workers. In the 1970s, US industrial production shifted in a few important ways: the spread of automation in industry led to mass worker layoffs and lost livelihoods, the effects of globalization encouraged companies to move production in search of cheaper foreign labor, and the regulatory changes to address environmental concerns sti ed pro t margins and pushed some industries to look for new forms of natural resource extraction. This widespread desertion by large corporate owners of their factories, mills, and mines in the newly prescribed post-industrial era in the US left workers who had been employed in those industries for decades in its wake.
In this essay, I frame my inquiry on the political economy of land and labor in the coal industry "company towns" in Central Appalachia. With the widespread closure of mines, automation of much of the production that remains, and the subsequent mass outmigration, I consider what effects access to capital through redistribution in the form of a universal basic income could have to disrupt Smith's conception of the uneven development of capitalism as a geographic project of the appropriation of labor and land.
Here, I de ne a universal basic income (UBI) as a periodic, unconditional, and individual cash payment that is neither means tested nor contingent on work. Further, I imagine a UBI that would cover the costs for the basic needs of life: a roof over your head, food in your belly, and clothes on your back. Modern capitalism in Appalachia is a history of the privatization and extraction of natural resources, labor oppression, and monopolistic political and economic power by industrial corporations which affected not only the direct industry workers but the livelihood of every community member. In principle, a UBI that covers basic needs could weaken private industry's control over Appalachian labor power and enhance opportunities for more local control over the infrastructure of the region's economy.
Today, land in Appalachia is mainly comprised of pasture for livestock, forest, and rural residential areas, the latter of which, according to the USDA land classi cation system, are of "low income value. " Prior to the industrial revolution in the 19th century, Central Appalachia, comprised of counties in Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennessee, was very isolated. This region was mostly populated by small-scale subsistence farmers whose social worlds were organized around networks of their extended family. Because of the sloped mountains and challenging soil, agriculture in the region was very limited.
However, in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, copper, lumber, coal, and railroad industries began to lay claim to the area. Industry scouts would go to the mineral rich areas and offer landowners cash for rights to the resources under their land. Speculators and industry giants bought up large swaths of land, quickly accumulating wealth and regional power. With the establishment of these industries, the region experienced large population increases as newly immigrated workers as well as freed slaves arrived. With the in ux of people, the companies created communities for the new workers and their families, constructing houses, schools, stores, and hospitals. The coal companies owned a 8 9 10 majority of the homes and businesses, creating a "company town" economic system that largely served the interests of the company. The money owed from the company through employees' cash wages and "scrip" that would circle back into the company's coffers through the employees' payment of rents, commerce, and services. As Appalachian studies scholar Helen Matthews Lewis explains, the region's economic structure was in the control of outside industries that would exploit its labor and land resources. Lewis describes three distinct classes that developed as a result of the "company town" in Central Appalachia: the rural mountain people who remained isolated on their small subsistence farms, the industrial camp workers solely dependent on the industry, and the middle class professionals who lived independently in the urban centers of the region.
Those with economic power also wielded the political power, which they "used to exploit the region's natural wealth for their own personal gain" leaving the mountain people largely ignored and unprotected, mine workers reliant on their wages for their families survival, and all forced to function in a system not of their making. Therefore, Appalachians living in and around company towns experienced extraction in three main ways. First, the redistribution of land by way of the siphoning out of natural resources and the industrial ownership and development of the local commercial and residential infrastructure. Secondly, the redistribution of natural and produced commodities to outside, urban markets. Lastly, the redistribution of worker wages through payments of rent, commodities, and services back to companies as added revenue.
By the 1960s, the coal industry had advanced signi cantly, and production was booming; however, mechanization caused profound unemployment to a population dependent on urban migration, there was little reason to pour federal dollars into these communities.
Instead, the solution would be to continue to move the rural poor to the cities and deal with them there. Government initiatives to develop rural areas were seen as symbolic "gestures, " not serious interventions. Rural Appalachia is "looked on as backwaters. The people who live there are looked on as unenterprising and hardly worth saving, because if they had gumption, they'd get up and leave. " Sundquist argued that the con ation of rural poverty and migration was a "confusion of cause and effect, that they were withering away because they do not have basic public services, " a trend, he countered, that would reverse if an infrastructure was in place. This political narrative indicted rural people as nothing more than their poverty, and moreover, that they were explicitly to blame for their own poverty. The infrastructure that the state and federal government had inherited was created by the logic of private enterprise, exempli ed by the development of coal company towns.
A half a century later, this narrative has slowly begun to shift. As census data points to Lexington to open the Heritage Kitchen in downtown Whitesburg. They do what they can support the local economy through their business practices, such as sourcing their food from local farms. The restaurant is thriving, and they are hoping to expand. Royse states that the people in the region are natural entrepreneurs who simply lack resources, "People here just need capital and funding and the ideas are here. " For Shepard and Royse, they had to perform corporate labor in order to build the capital necessary to return to Whitesburg and open their business. In this anecdotal light, a UBI's effect on diversity could be twofold: to create the conditions for local economic growth with less reliance on outside (and absentee) capital, In return, it encourages a diversi cation of the use of geographic space that would temper the stress put on urban areas.
I make no claim that, in isolation, a UBI has the ability to end all poverty or create the conditions to overthrow the capitalist mode of production. However, I believe it is fruitful to imagine how a UBI could fracture not only corporate monopolies over the economies of 
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